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Abstract 
Click here and insert your abstract text. Governance of projects, programmes and portfolios is an increasing 
research area and practice, but it is not yet considered to be as mature as it happens with project management 
concepts and practices. The extant research in this subject focus mainly in two different approaches: the first 
relates with multi-firm project governance and the second concerning governance of projects, as part of the 
corporate governance. This paper addresses the disclosure and reporting governance component, under the second 
approach. 
The importance of disclosure and reporting governance component is to ensure that projects, programmes and 
portfolios are aligned with corporation objectives and stakeholders’ expectations. The organization projects’ 
control system performance indicators should provide the reliable information, required for decision making by the 
different governance levels: Executive Board level, Contextual level, and Individual Project level. This complete 
and understandable set of performance indicators, across the projects’ life cycle, is required as an input to evaluate 
and improve the governance structures, responsibilities, principles and polices applied to projects, programmes and 
portfolios. This paper is the interim result of an on-going research with the overall aim of evaluates the perceived 
relevance of the different projects performance indicators, in the context of the governance of projects, 
programmes and portfolios. It also intends to evaluate in what conditions that perception is influenced by 
organization’s governance of projects paradigm, governance of projects structure level, project contract types or 
even by different project types. 
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1. Introduction 
During the last two decades of the twenty century, project management discipline focused on methods, 
techniques, and tools to ensure project’s success. As the result, this discipline has some well-defined bodies of 
knowledge, e.g. PMBOK (PMI, 2013), focused on project management processes, and ICB (IPMA, 2006), 
defining project management competences. Based on these bodies of knowledge, project managers’ certification 
systems recognize today a large number of professionals having required competences to manage projects, 
programmes and portfolios. Recently, a new international standard for project management was published (ISO 
21500:2012) assuring that a comprehensive and well established set of project management processes are used by 
the almost of the organizations in almost of the times. 
After having established bodies of knowledge contents and standards, project management development next 
wave was the development of project management maturity models. This concept started from an adaptation of 
CMMI® (Capability Maturity Model® Integration) used in IT industry to improve software development and 
related services. The Project Management Institute (PMI) adapted that approach to project management with 
OPM3 - Organizational Project Management Maturity Model (PMI, 2003). Following this approach, a large 
number of project management maturity models have been developed, all of them presenting five maturity levels, 
but diverging on each level content. These models have been the basis for some project management consultancy 
company’s start selling their maturity assessment services to organizations and for certification purposes as the 
new IPMA DELTA® model. These approaches intended to address a broader view of the project management 
discipline focus on the organization level, to see the discipline “as a whole” (Morris et al., 2011). 
In many organisations, it remains a gap in the governing surveillance of project activities (APM, 2004). This 
situation is no longer possible, since organizational strategies are no longer limited to maximize production results. 
Organisations are more concerned to address multiple market changes and to improve the Organization’s image on 
fields such as sustainability and social responsibility. These required changes only may be successfully 
implemented through projects, programmes and portfolios, managed under an adequate project management 
governance model, coexisting with the Organization’s governance framework.  
Some efforts have been made by organizations to implement project management methodologies.  But, in this 
area, a large number of project management methodologies might be found, most of the times not suitable to all 
organization’s project types, dimensions and complexity, and usually not considering programmes and portfolios 
management. Organizations usually feel very hard the use of those methodologies, brought from the market, based 
on the experience and knowledge of external consultants, but usually not aligned with the organization’s 
governance, business models, corporate culture, experience and history. 
The importance of governance of projects has been stated by some authors:  
“The early 2000s saw a growing recognition of the importance of project governance” (Morris et al., 2011, 
p.30). 
“As projects and programmes are the vehicles for implementing corporate strategies, effective governance of 
projects, within the corporate governance framework, becomes a serious concern for Organisations, offering to top 
management a clear visibility and control of non-routine corporate operations and delivery capability” (Crawford 
et al, 2005, p.1). 
In project management circles, the term governance of projects has become popular, but there is no consensus 
about the definition of the term. The author is member of an ISO study group focused on the “Project Governance” 
with the aim to evaluate the capacity and opportunity to develop an ISO document under this subject. Even the 
term “Project Governance” didn’t yet reach a broad consensus.  
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2. Corporate Governance 
Corporate governance focuses on the exercise of power in corporate entities, emerged from the separation from 
management and ownership of enterprises as the result from business grew and diversity (Clarke, 2008). “The 
development of corporate governance is bound intimately with the economic development of industrial capitalism: 
different governance structures evolved with different corporate forms designed to pursue new economic 
problems” (Clarke, 2008, p.2).  
There are several definitions of corporate governance but we may choose the one presented by OECD - 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, as: “Corporate governance involves a set of 
relationships between a company’s management, its board, its shareholders and other stakeholders. Corporate 
governance also provides the structure through which the objectives of the company are set, and the means of 
attaining those objectives and monitoring performance are determined.” (OECD, 2004, p.11). 
The OECD 6 principles are (OECD, 2004): 
•Ensuring the basis for an effective corporate governance framework,  
•The rights of stakeholders and key ownership function 
•The equitable treatment of shareholders 
•The role of stakeholders in corporate governance 
•Disclosure and transparency 
•The responsibility of the Board 
From those principles we can extract that the corporate framework should clearly articulate the division of 
responsibilities (principle 1), ensure that timely and accurate disclosure is made on all material matters regarding 
the corporation, including the financial situation, performance, ownership, and governance of the company 
(principle 5) and ensure the effective monitoring of management by the board, and the board’s accountability to the 
company and the shareholders (principle 6). 
Based on the above definition and principles, the corporate governance concerns with the definitions of objectives, 
the means to obtain the objectives and the means to monitor progress (Turner et al., 2010) 
3. Corporate governance theories 
The theories underlying corporate governance are mainly the shareholders, stakeholders, transaction cost 
economics, agency and stewardship theories. Those theories support the identification of governance paradigms to 
be analysed and the type of contractual relationships applied to projects.  
3.1. Agency Theory 
Agency theory has been a dominant theoretical base in the corporate governance, explaining the firm as a set of 
contracts (Clarke, 2008), the information perspective of governance (Muller, 2011). Jensen and Meckling “define 
agency relationship as a contract under which one or more persons (the principal(s)) engage another person (the 
agent) to perform some service on their behalf which involves delegating some decision-making authority to the 
agent” (Jensen & Meckling, 1976, p. 59).   
The agency theory based the organization work as a set of contracts, written or unwritten, among owners 
(principal) and managers or customers (agents), where each part aims to maximize their own utility. The purpose 
of maximize each own utility is the base of the principal-agent problem derived from possible divergent interests 
and the means available to the principal to monitor agent’s actions and information.  
3.2. Stewardship Theory 
The stewardship theory is a subset of the agency theory diverging from this one by stating that stewards´ interests 
and utility motivations are directed by a pro-organization behaviour, holding that there are no conflict of interests 
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between managers and owners.  The stewardship is a “collective serving” model of behaviour contrasting with the 
agent, which is “self-serving” oriented.  Under stewardship theory, governance structures tend to empower 
stewards because they can be trusted (Davis et al. 1997). 
3.3. Shareholder Theory 
Shareholder theory focuses on maximizing organization’s assets, property of the shareholders. It requires 
governance structures to assure that boards of directors and managers, playing the role of agents of shareholders, 
act in the best interest of shareholders (Clarke, 2004). 
3.4. Stakeholder Theory 
The stakeholder theory focuses on the idea that organization’s objectives should be achieved by balancing the 
conflicting expectations of the various internal (managers, employees) and external (suppliers) (Clarke, 2008).  
The main difference from the shareholder theory is the focus on the organization as a set of relationships other than 
a series of transactions. 
3.5. Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) 
TCE regards to the firm as a governance structure where the transaction is the basic unit of analysis. The 
governance structures should be assessed by their capacity to economize on transaction costs, examining the 
comparative costs of planning, adapting, and monitoring the output under alternative governance structures 
(Williamson, 1981). The make or by decisions are based on transaction’s attributes:  uncertainty, frequency and 
asset specification. TCE assumes that organizations adapt governance structures to minimize transaction costs. 
3.6. Trust and Control 
Both the agency theory and the TCE address questions of trust and control. An additional theoretical perspective, 
pointed out by Ralf Muller, identifies trust and control as critical features for organization’s governance (Muller, 
2011).  
3.7. Appling corporate governance theories to the project’s field  
The above reviewed theories may be applied to the project management discipline with the following perspectives: 
• Agency theory- Projects play the role of agencies of the parent organization, where the sponsor (the principal) 
appoints a project manager (an agent) to manage the project on his behalf (Turner et al., 2010). 
• Stewardship Theory- For the domain of projects (Muller, 2011, Turner et al., 2010) the theory suggests an 
agency perspective for successful projects and a balance between agency and stewardship perspective, for a 
collaborative project management focus. 
• Shareholders theory – Projects are realized to add value to the owner or sponsoring organization and doing so 
they will provide value to shareholders. The governance structures, mainly the projects portfolio, should 
provide mechanisms to maximize the best shareholders’ interests. 
• Stakeholders theory – Since long time, the project stakeholders management is one of the project manager’s 
core competence element (IPMA, 2006) and also a process area in ISO 21500 and a new process area in the 
PMBOK (PMI, 2013). 
• TCE – Focus on diverse contract types for undertaking projects. We can assume projects to be a particular 
type of transaction (Muller, 2011). 
• Trust and control – These are the pillars supporting project sponsor and project manager relationship. Trust as 
the subjective control over the project manager and control as the rational and quantitative way for project 
control. 
Muller states that the agency, TCE, and trust and control perspectives “constitute the most popular theoretical base 
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for governance, and complement each other in a way that makes them the most relevant governance perspective  
for the study of project governance” (Muller, 2011, p. 299) 
4. Governance applied to projects 
The literature review, in project management field, shows that the term project governance is broadly used, but 
there is no consensus about the definition. 
Mainly, in practitioners’ area, it seems to exist an overlapping of governance and management concepts, when 
applied to the project management field. 
The definitions provided in the Oxford dictionary (Oxford, 2005) are: 
• Governance – “the activity of governing a country or controlling a company or an organization;  the way in 
which a country is governed or a company or institution is controlled” 
• Management – “the act of running and controlling a business or similar organization” 
Based on the above definitions, governance defines the required rules and structures for controlling purposes, to 
allow management to act. The action is up to management, while the actions regulation should be provided by 
governance. 
Bekker & Steyn attempt to derive a definition of ‘project governance’ based on a Delphi panel of practitioners and 
academics, which resulted on the following definition: “Project governance is a set of management systems, rules, 
protocols, relationships, and structures that provide the framework within which decisions are made for project 
development and implementation to achieve the intended business or strategic motivation” (Bekker, et al., 2009, 
p.87)  
Bekker & Steyn study confirmed that ” There was general consensus that the principles of corporate governance 
apply to project governance; half of the respondents added that project governance should not only be aligned with 
corporate governance, but be a subset of corporate governance”. (Bekker, et al., 2009, p.87)  
Aligned with the view that principles of corporate governance apply to project governance are the definitions 
provided by ISO 21500, Turner, Muller and APM. 
ISO 21500 presents governance as the “framework by which an organization is directed and controlled” and states 
that “project governance includes but is not limited to, those areas of organizational governance that are 
specifically related to project activities”. 
“Project governance may include subjects such as the following: defining the management structure; the policies, 
processes and methodologies to be used; limits of authority for decision-making; stakeholder responsibilities and 
accountabilities; and interactions such as reporting and the escalation of issues or risks.”  “(ISO, 2012, p 6) 
The second sentence of the adopted corporate governance definition:  “Corporate governance also provides the 
structure through which the objectives of the company are set, and the means of attaining those objectives and 
monitoring performance are determined.” (OECD, 2004, p.11), when applied to project management field, requires  
structures to define objectives for projects, to define the means of obtaining those objectives, and the process to 
monitoring progress to ensure that those objectives are achieved (Turner, 2009). The author presents project 
governance as a part of the corporate governance using the OEDC corporate governance definition and refers the 
two schools of governance suggested by Clarke (Clarke 2004): Shareholders and Stakeholders. 
Ralf Muller presents a definition: “Governance, as it applies to portfolios, programs, projects and project 
management, coexists within the corporate governance framework. It comprises the value systems, responsibilities, 
processes and policies that allow projects to achieve organizational objectives and foster implementation that is in 
the best interest of all the stakeholders, internal and external, and the corporation itself.” (Muller, 2009, p.4) 
reinforcing the definitions of the means to obtain organizational objectives through portfolios, programmes and 
projects. This definition is not clear in what concerns to governance structures but, the author presents those 
structures with the purpose of “the alignment of the objectives at the different management levels of the 
organization in order to allow for most effective and efficient project planning and execution, within the 
boundaries of corporate governance” (Muller, 2009, p.17). 
The UK Association of Project Management (APM) has a special interest group (SIG) looking at the governance 
of project management. Their guide to governance of project defines: “The governance of project management 
concerns those areas of corporate governance that are specifically related to project activities. Effective governance 
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of project management ensures that an organization’s project portfolio is aligned to the organization’s objectives, is 
delivered efficiently and is sustainable. Governance of project management also supports the means by which the 
board, and other major project stakeholders, are provided with timely, relevant and reliable information” (APM, 
2004, p.4).  
For APM the governance of project management is based on four components: Portfolio direction (all projects in 
one portfolio); Project sponsorship (effective link between the board and each project); Project management 
capability; and Disclose and report. 
According with Turner, there are three levels of governance within the projects-based organizations (Turner, 2009; 
Turner et al., 2010): (1)Level of the parent organization, at which the board operates, and the extent of their 
interest in projects is stated; (2) Level linking the objectives of the parent organization to the temporary 
organization (the project). In this level, the right organizational structures are defined to undertake projects 
effectively, ensuring that the appropriate capability exists within the organization to deliver projects successfully 
and ensuring that the right projects are done; (3)At the level of the project, defined as temporary organization, it is 
a legal entity which needs governing. In addition to these levels, we may include external contracts which are part 
of the governance structures. 
The APM governance of project management component’s: (a) portfolio direction; (b) project sponsorship; and (c) 
project management capability are aligned with the second governance level proposed by Turner.   
Turner first level is defined by Muller as de governance of projects, which comprises the decision on the types, 
quantities and scope of the projects needed to implement the strategy. The second level is defined as governance of 
project management, which includes ensuring the capacity and capability needed to execute these projects, 
including: Quality and quantity of portfolio management personnel; project and programme manager; project and 
programme sponsors and steering groups and the; support and communication structures;Authorities and 
accountabilities for each role (Muller, 2009) 
Williams, Magnussen and Glasspool, in an investigation of governance frameworks for public projects, stated that 
“Choosing the right projects, achieving the right objectives, and ensuring the projects and their effects are 
sustainable, is governance through projects – the context in which the critical decisions are made.” (Williams et al., 
2010, p 41). The same authors defined governance of projects as the framework established around the project 
execution. Where the framework includes governance roles, policies, regulations, is documented to have vital 
importance to the planning and management of projects (Williams et al. 2010) 
From the above approaches, we may extract different concepts: project governance; governance of project 
management; governance of projects, governance through projects.  
The main concern about the use of the “governance of project management” concept is the underlying 
misunderstanding of the word “management”, when we are talking about governance and clearly excluding 
management. If we look to “project management” as a discipline, the concept “governance of project 
management” is more appropriate but is not clear that it includes project, programmes and portfolios. To avoid 
conflicting concepts, we choose to use in the remaining study the concept governance of projects, including the 
first two levels defined by Turner; the APM approach, the two concepts presented by Muller (governance of 
projects and governance of project management), and the Williams concepts of governance through projects and 
governance of projects, all of them concerned with the parent organization.  
At the level of a particular project, programme or portfolio we will consider the concepts of project governance. 
5. Project governance 
On despite we consider that the project governance level is not the aim of the study, it is relevant to characterize its 
domain, to narrow the scope of governance of projects. 
Addressing the project governance level, the temporary organization governance, we can find many definitions, as 
the following ones: 
Rodney Turner, adapted the OECD corporate governance definition to fit with projects (replacing company by 
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project; board by sponsor; and shareholders by owner) 
“The governance of a project involves a set of relationships between the project’s management, its sponsor (or 
executive board), its owner, and other stakeholders. It provides the structure through which the objectives of the 
project are set, and the means of attaining those objectives and monitoring performance are determined.” (Turner, 
2009, p. 312) 
Crawford and Cooke-Davis, used the following definition of project governance: “a set of formal principles, 
structures and processes for the understanding and management of projects, applicable in the context of individual 
projects, programmes or portfolios of projects which: (a) Appoint a governor (or governing body) for a project; (b) 
Define and regulate roles, accountabilities, decision making and boundary management and (c) Coordinate project 
relationship, planning and control” (Crawford & Cooke-Davis, 2005). 
Ehsan, in his PhD dissertation, defined project governance: “Project governance is an oversight function that 
encompasses the project lifecycle, and provides the project team with structure, processes, decision-making model 
and tools for managing the project, while supporting and controlling the project, in order to ensure that the project 
meets its objectives and delivers business value to all stakeholders”. (Khan, 2012, p.113). 
PMI, in the PMBOCK defines project governance :“Project governance enables organizations to consistently 
manage and maximize the value of project outcomes and align the projects with business strategy. It provides a 
framework in which the project manager and sponsors can make decisions that satisfy both stakeholders needs and 
organizational strategy objectives or address circumstances where these may not be in alignment. “(PMI, 2013, 
p.30) 
Addressing the governance of large complex projects, Miller and Hobbs states that a different approach should be 
taken for the governance of large complex projects which requires governance regimes that are themselves 
dynamic, “can change themselves to adapt to the emerging context” (Miller & Hobbs, 2005, p.48). This dynamic 
approach diverges from the stable oversight function dominant in the governance literature. 
The literature concerning project governance is mainly focused on governance frameworks for different types of 
organizations, large capital projects or multi-owner projects. This literature aim to define the project governance 
institutions like: board of directors, steering groups, sponsors, project support or management offices, programme 
management or steward.  
6. Governance of projects frameworks 
APM presents governance of projects (called governance of project management) the application of the thirteen 
principles and a set of questions to help organizations to decide what action they should take, for each of the four 
governance components, to comply with those principles, which should be “combined with the proportionated 
delegation of responsibility and monitoring of internal control systems.” (APM, 2011, p.11).  Those principles are 
not presented as a governance of projects framework, which depends on the organization corporate framework, but 
a set of bases to help organizations to build their own framework. Each particular project management governance 
framework must cover the following core elements: 
• Roles and responsibilities 
• Link projects objectives with organization objectives 
• Decision making process and levels 
• Methodologies (at the component related to least authorization points) 
• Competences  
• Communication process 
• Controlling process 
These elements should be aligned to organization’s strategies, based on management commitment and ethics 
principles. 
Turner presented the similar issues split at corporate level, where roles and responsibilities; decision making 
process and levels; authorization points and controlling process should be defined. In the contextual level defines 
the objectives of projects and the means to delivering projects, including the developments of project management 
capability and competencies and leading knowledge management (Turner et al., 2010). 
Paul Dinsmore and Luiz Rocha create a framework, Enterprise Project Governance. The proposed framework 
resides under the top management and corporate governance and aims to ensure the alignment of the corporate 
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portfolio and its programmes and projects with the organization’s strategy, and that actions are proactively taken to 
control and ultimately to create value for the organization. Like the previous references, the framework is an 
extension of corporate governance and is based on a set of principles and key components; (a) strategic alignment;  
(b) risk management; (c) portfolio management; (d) organization and stakeholders management; (c) performance 
evaluation; and (d) and business transformation. (Dinsmore & Rocha, 2012) 
A project management governance framework, to be continuously improved and maintaining its required benefits, 
needs to receive and analyse project management metrics across the project life cycle. A timely and reliable set of 
project measures will ensure, the performance evaluation, principle presented in all the governance of projects 
principles and frameworks and at the last sentence of the Corporate Governance definition presented in this paper: 
“that monitoring performance is determined”. 
7. Performance indicators 
In order to ensure that projects, programmes and portfolios are aligned with corporation objectives and 
stakeholders’ expectations, reliable and timely information must be available, based on performance indicators, as 
part of the project´s control system. 
The project’s control system performance indicators should provide reliable information, required for decision 
making and alignment with corporate objectives, to the different governance of project levels, Executive Board 
Level, Contextual Level, and Individual Project Level, (Turner, 2009). This complete and understandable set of 
performance indicators, across the projects’ life cycle, is required as an input to evaluate and improve the 
governance structures, responsibilities, processes and polices applied to projects, programmes and portfolios. 
The overall aim of the final research study, to which this paper is a contribution, is to evaluate the perceived 
relevance of the different projects performance indicators, in the governance of projects context. It also intends to 
evaluate in what conditions that perception is influenced by organization’s governance for projects paradigm, 
governance of projects structure level, project contract types or even by different project types. 
Table 1 presents the proposed performance indicators which the perceived relevance the study intents to evaluate. 
These performance indicators shouldn’t be considered as the final model but the starting point to construct the final 
evaluation model.  
8. Conclusion 
The literature review indicates that a main component of governance of projects is disclosure and reporting focus 
on monitoring projects, programmes and portfolios progress, requiring performance indicators definitions. 
Based on my thirty years of IT projects field experience, project management performance indicators are taken 
from a tactical, short-time perspective, based on quantitative indicators such as time, costs and effort variances, and 
also number of defects. This perspective can be suitable to project management but not for governance of projects, 
because it could not allow organizations to improve the projects control system. The need of these control systems 
are increasing within the actual economic context and pressure on short time results that we are facing in Portugal, 
where organizations’ survival is requiring an improvement of governance structures and a strong and reliable data 
structure for fast decision making processes. 
The expected outcomes of this study is to present a consistent model of project management performance 
indicators,  linked with the different organization’s governance of projects paradigms, different governance of 
projects levels and different IT project types. The research project should contribute to existing knowledge in the 
project governance area and contribute toprovide a consistent model to help IT companies to plan and improve 
their project management governance framework. 
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Table 1. Proposed project performance indicators. 
P. Indicator Name Description Source 
KPI 1 Benefits 
Realization 
Total; Partial; No achievement Benefits list  
(the benefits list should be extracted from the project’s 
Business Case). Achievement accomplishment should be 
referred in the project close report 
KPI 2 Stakeholders 
Expectations 
Identification of Stakeholders’ 
expectations 
Stakeholders management plan (Stakeholders 
expectations should be extracted from the project’s 
Business Case) 
KPI 3 Project Manager’s 
Performance 
Technical, Behavioural and Contextual 
competences as described in ICB (IPMA, 
2006)
Project manager’s appraisal 
KPI 4 Project Team 
Performance 
Technical and behavioural evaluation Project team members’ appraisal  
KPI 5 Project Team 
Satisfaction 
Verification of project team members 
satisfaction criteria 
Project Team survey or 360º evaluation 
KPI 6 Procurement Contract and work accomplishment Contract terms and conditions and contractors 
performance evaluation 
KPI 7 Scope Work packages achievement 
(based on milestones plan) Project Plan and Project status reports 
KPI 8 Time Schedule variances  Project status and project close reports 
KPI 9 Effort Effort variances Project status and project close reports 
KPI 10 Cost Cost variances  Project status and project close reports 
KPI 11 Risks assessment Risks assessment variances Project status and project close reports 
KPI 12 Risks treatment Risks reduction measures effectiveness Project status and project close reports
KPI 13 Quality Total; Partial; No achievement Project quality plan and quality control reports 
KPI 14 Communication Communication effectiveness and 
organizational alignment 
Project communication plan; project organization and 
project reports 
KPI 15 Project 
Management 
Audits 
Total; Partial; No achievement and audit 
findings or recommendations 
Project management audits  
Table 2. Alignment check with ISO 21500 
Performance 
Indicator 
Name Alignment check with ISO 21500 Processes 
T=Total; P=Partial; NC=Not covered 
KPI 1 Benefits Realization 4.3.2 Develop project charter P 
KPI 2 Stakeholders Expectations 4.3.9 Identify stakeholders 
4.3.10 Manage stakeholders 
T 
KPI 3 Project Manager Performance 4.3.2 Develop project charter P 
KPI 4 Project Team Performance 4.3.18 Develop project team 
4.3.20 Manage project team 
P 
KPI 5 Project Team Satisfaction 4.3.18 Develop project team 
4.3.20 Manage project team 
P 
KPI 6 Procurement 4.3.37 Administer procurement T 
KPI 7 Scope 4.3.14 Control scope T 
KPI 8 Time 4.3.24 Control schedule T 
KPI 9 Effort 4.3.16 Estimate resources 
4.3.19 Control resources 
T 
KPI 10 Cost 4.3.27 Control costs T 
KPI 11 Risks assessment 4.3.31 Control risks T 
KPI 12 Risks treatment 4.3.30 Treat risks T 
KPI 13 Quality 4.3.33 Perform quality assurance 
4.3.34 Perform quality control 
T 
KPI 14 Communication 4.3.39 Distribute information 
4.3.40 Manage communications 
4.3.17 Define project organization 
T 
KPI 15 Project Management Audits  NC 
64   Maria do Rosário Bernardo /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  119 ( 2014 )  55 – 64 
References 
Association for Project Management. (2004)  Directing Change. A guide to governance of project management. High Wycombe, UK:  
Association for Project Management 
Association for Project Management. (2011)  Directing Change. A guide to governance of project management. Second edition.. High 
Wycombe, UK:  Association for Project Management 
Bekker, M., Parham, M., & Hall, L. (2009). Defining “Project Governance” for large capital projects. South Africa Journal of Industrial 
Engineering, 20(2)(November 2009), 81–92. 
Clarke, T. (2004) The stakholder corporation: A business philosofy for the information age. In T. Clarke (ed.), Theories of corporate 
governance: The philosophical foundations of corporate governance (pp. 189-202). London, UK: Routledge. 
Clarke, T. (2008) Introduction: Theories of governance – reconceptualising corporate governance theory after the Enron experience. In T. 
Clarke (ed.), Theories of corporate governance: The philosophical foundations of corporate governance (pp. 1-30). London, UK: 
Routledge. 
Crawford, L. H., & Cooke-Davis, T.  J. (2005). Project governance: The pivotal role of the executive sponsor. Originally published as a part of 
2005 PMI Global Congress Proceedings. Toronto.  
Davis, J., Schoorman, F., Donaldson, L. (1997). Toward a stewardship theory of management. In T. Clarke (ed.), Theories of corporate 
governance: The philosophical foundations of corporate governance (pp. 1-30). London, UK: Routledge. 
Dinsmore, P., Rocha, L., (2012). Enterprise Project Governance. A guide to the successful management of projects across organization. 
ANACOM. USA.  
IPMA (2006). ICB IPMA Competence Baseline Version 3.0. The Netherlands: International Project Management Association. 
ISO 21500:2012(E). Guidelines on project management. 
Jensen, M., & Meckling, W. (1976). Theory of the firm: managerial behaviour, agency costs and ownership structure. In T. Clarke (ed.), 
Theories of corporate governance: The philosophical foundations of corporate governance (pp. 1-30). London, UK: Routledge. 
Khan, M. E.. (2012). Relationship between project attributes, project performance and project governance dimensions – A project governance 
perspective. PhD dissertation. Skema Business School. 
Miller, R.E., & Hobbs, B. (2005). Governance regimes for large complex projects. Project Management Journal, 36(3), 42-50. 
Morris, P. (2011). A brief history of project management.  In P. W. G. Morris, J. K. Pinto, & J. Soderlund (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of 
project management (pp 15-36). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
Muller, R. (2011). Project governance. In P. W. G. Morris, J. K. Pinto, & J. Soderlund (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of project management (pp 
297-320). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
Muller, R. (2009). Project governance. Farnham: Grower Publishing Limited. 
Muller, R. (2011). Project governance. In P. W. G. Morris, J. K. Pinto, & J. Soderlund (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of project management (pp 
297-320). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
OECD (2004) OECD Principles of Corporate Governance. Paris, France: OECD. 
Oxforg Advanced Learner´s Dictionary. (2005) 7th Edition. Oxford 
PMI (2013). A guide to project management body of knowledge. Newton Square: Project Management Institute.  
Turner, R., Hueemann, M., Anbari, F., Bredillet, C. (2010). Prespectives on projects. Routlege, NY. 
Turner, J.R. (2009). The Handbook of Project-Based Management: Leading Strategic Change in Organizations. Third Edition. Berkshire: Mc-
Graw-Hill.  
 Williamson, O. E. (1981). The economics of organization: the transaction cost approach. The American Journal of Sociology, 87(3), 548–577. 
 Williams, T., Klakegg, O.J., Magnussen, O.M. & Glasspool, H. (2010). An investigation of governance frameworks for public projects in 
Norway and the UK. International Journal of Project Management. 28(1):40-50 
